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1. Introduction
1.1 Purpose & Scope

The purpose of this Impact Analysis Report is to assess the impact and replicability
potential of the engagement campaigns. Energy poverty is a multifaceted phenomenon
and one of the key elements in mitigating it accordi ng to the POWERPOOR approach is
putting citizens at the heart of the energy transition,  raising awareness, educating them
on energy poverty, energy efficiency, and available ways to alleviate the issue e.g.,
through soft measures, behavioural changes, and small scale energy efficiency
interventions , as well as encourage the uptake of renewable energy sources through
joining or establishing energy communities or cooperatives leveraging innovative
financing schemes . In the 8 pilot countries of the POWERPOORproject i.e., Bulgaria,
Croatia, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Portugal, and Spain, various types of
engagement activities have been organised i nMt hr eeMcycl es Vi e
replication \

The effectiveness of the engagement campaigns in the three cycles is assessed using
specific KPIs. The effectiveness of the activities implemented in each cycle is given, along
with estimations on energy savings, financial impacts, and behavioural changes. In
addition to the KPIs, in this report the number of  citizens engaged in each campaign, the
number of energy communities and cooperatives that used the POWERPOOR approach,

the impact of the behavioural changes implemented by citizens and the energy savin gs
achieved based after each cycle will be looked into.

1.2 Structure of the document
This document is structured as follows:

Chapter 2 presents the KPI framework employed to assess the impact of the
engagement cycles.

Chapter 3 presents the KPIs of the various activities in the three engagement cycles.

Chapter 4 elaborates on the impact assessment and replicability potential of the
POWERPOOR project.

Chapter 5 concludes the document at hand.
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2. Monitoring the impact

The POWERPOOR KPI framework was initially developed in M10 i.e., June 2021. The
aim of the framework is to assess the impact of the project across 3 engagement cycles
and evaluate its impact and replicability potential .

The three engagement cycles fall within the impelmentation phase of the project that
takes place from M8 to M32,i.e., Apr i | \ Mt oMdMay\ MTheVdfirs
cycle from M8 to M16 ( i.e., April 2021 to December 2021 Mt hedMsecondVMi sMt heV
cycle from M17 to M24 (i.e., January 2022 to September 2022), and the third is the

Repl i cyalé from M25\to M32 (i.e., October 2022 to May 2023). | nMt heM Testi n
cycle the Energy Poverty Mitigation toolkit and the training materials were tested, in
the scale up cycle further training sessions took place and the approach was
expandedVMandMdinMtheVM replication McycleMactivit

The KPI framework to assess the impact across all the activities within the
POWERPOOR approach integrates KPIs that correspond to activities taking place in
WP3, WP4, WP5, and WP6. To monitor the progress from the vast activities ranging
from training seminars /webinars and info days to homevisits and  the establishment
of Energy Poverty Alleviaiton Offices several excels were kept updated throughtout

the project implementation. The various excels used to monitor the progress are
presented in the Annex of this document .

In the three different engagement cycles, the same KPIs are being monitored to
produce comparable results. Within the KPIs are the number of training seminars and
webinars, the number of users of the tools, the number of Info Days organised and
the attendees, the number of Stakeholder Liaison Group members and meetings, the
number of engaged municipalities, cities, regions and organisations, the number of
households that the POWERPOOR approach has reac hed out to, and indicators that
have to do with the p rimary energy savings triggered by the project , the renewable
energy production triggered by the project , the reduction of greenhouse gases
emissions, and the cumulative investments in sustainable energy  triggered by the
project . All the above KPIs have been categorised . The different categories that are
being monitored in all the engagement cycles are listed below.

The impact of the capacity buidling activities
1 The number of interactions in the energy poverty mitigation toolkit

1 The number of people with increaded capacity (internal workshops, training
seminars, webinars and F2Fs tailor made seminars, EU webinars ).

The impact of activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy poor citizens

1 The number of participants in the Stakeholder Liaison Group meetings and Info
days.

9 The number of interactions on the website.
1 The number of energy poor households engaged.

1 The number of municipalities, regions, cities, and organisations involved.



The impact on policy development
1 Number of policy documents.
1 Number of actions in SECAPs or other local energy planning initiative s.
Energy related impacts
1 Primary energy savings and renewable energy production.
1 Greenhouse gas emission reduction.
1 Cumulative investments in sustainable energy.
Impact of communication and dissemination activities
1 Number of participants in the EU inspiring events and other events.
1 Recepients of newsletters.
1 Number of visits on the website

The different categories of the KPIs have been calculated in the three engagement
cycles Mnamel yM Teaermsd\ nRe p | ThecSattiaélolethée BQWERFPOOR
KPI framework is presented in the table below.  The KPIs and their measurements for
the three engagement cycles are presented in the following chapter.

Table 1: The POWERPOOR KPI monitoring framework.

Engagement cycle Categories of KPIs

Testing q

The impact of the capacity buidling activities
M8 to M16

I The impact of activities that aim to increase the active
participation of energy poor citizens

Scale up
M17 to M24 9 The impact on policy development .
o 1 Energy related impacts .
Replication
M25 to M32 9 Impact of communication and dissemination activities
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3. Impact of the engagement cycles

3.1 1st engagement cycle Testing

The fisrt engagement cycle that is also the testing cycle of the POWERPOOR approach
tookVplaceMfromdM Mt o\, Me., Aprib2021 to iDecenpber @2k &ntil
M8 (April 2021) the preparation phase has been cocluded, the Energy poverty
mitigation toolkit with the POWER -TARGET, POWERCT, and POWERFUND tools have
been developed along with the training library and the training modules . The initial
staheholder mapping in the pilot countries had alr  eady taken place . In the 1st
engagementMorVd testing McycleMseveral VMactivitie
effectiveness of the tools, the modules and the strategy for reaching out to and

engaging with potential energy supporters and mentors has been laid out .

sV i fe

Table 2: Impact from the  capacity building activities 1st engagement cycle -

ProjectVPerformance Quanti fi

Testing
Uni t

Acti viti

. N b

EnergyVd Poverty\d Mii uon;qe
Tool sMandVMincludi nilgiNreen\WWhoenl pM de inter

features

ns
VM individual sV fro

Internal VYw . .

organi sati on
F FMtmmadeoMRepresent atiodregadhiroa = Wumb ¢
trainingVdseachVMpilotMcountry of Uper
TrainingVs .\l participants\N i _ wi t

seminar incre
Webinar s\Vi capa:

targeted\c MparticipantsNMin\

EUMWebi na

Mparti ci pramttauail M\

Table 3: Impact from the capacity building activities (trainings) 1st engagement cycle
- Testing
=]€] HR EE GR HU LV PT ES RestEU Total
(#3) F2Fseminars -2 2/2 1/1 1/3 172 2/1 -2 1/2 - 8/15
(#4) Training Seminars 3/3 12 13 2/5 32 -1 24 4/4 - 17/24
(#5 & #6) Webinars 1/2 -/1 1/1 1/3 171 11 1/2 -2 -/5 6/18
People trained 151 15 182 149 81 61 101 78 - 673
127 4 89 122 64 25 46 68 - 545
(PILLAR 15upporters/Mentors ) ye 190 1100 /235 /80 /25 /165 /160 /100 /1,100
(PILLAR 1fnergy Poverty 2 2 U1 33 U2 UL 22 -2 - 10/15

Offices

Table 4: Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy
poor citizens 1st engagementcycle - Test(@)ng

ProjectVPerformanceN Quanti fi Uni t

Acti vit]

Stakehol deAt Ml east Mindividua Numb «
Li ai sonMGrorgani sationsMinMeach of
Infovdays \l'part|0|pants\1per parti
organi sed nt

. . Numb «

Website At Ml east Mindiv of \un

project sMwebsiteV\

Vi s




Activiti ProjectMPerformanceVdM Quanti fi Uni t

Numb «

EnergyVPo\EnerPRgoywert yVNMi tigatior of
Mi tigatiorandNbhneVMhel pNdeskVand inter
n s

Energy\NMpoc Numb «

At Ml east M Menergy\Vdpo

N
supportedVdbyVNeachVSup ofNen

citizens\c

progr amme s \ poo
Local MEnerAdhocMprovisionMof\VMinf house
Poverty\JVOfsupport\VdtoMcitizens ds

Table 5: Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy

poor citizens  1st engagementcycle - Test(®)ng
BG HR EE GR HU LV PT ES REejt Total
(#1) Members in the Liaison Group 10 6 10 10 13 10 11 20 i 90
/10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /80
1/2 12 512 22 22 o 1/2 12 14/16
(#2) Info days / Total participants 52 50 193 75 53 1100 90 45 - 558
/200 /200 /200 /200 /200 /200 /200 /1,500
(#5) Energy poor support programmes / 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 8
schemes
Number Mof N muni ci
districts N M ne 3|- 2|- 4- 32|12 102 3|- 5|- 2|1 -|-
organisations * Mal readyVM 1|4 -|4 -|3 16 -]4 -|1 16 -|6 3]-
w POWERPOOR
% Population represented by the
(L}J) involved organisations 215 110 200 2,780 350 88 920 2,280 - 6,943
é (in thousands)
humber of households 80 55 91 1209 152 38 368 912 - 2905
(in thousands)
Estimated number of energy 32 15 22 430 40 11 92 254 - 896

poverty households (in thousands)

(PILLAR 2) Expected energy poverty 25 06 12 12 04 015 079 022

households engaged in POWERPOOR o 7 19 50 116 05 33 R6 ° /22
(in thousands)

Table 6: Impact on policy development 1st engagementcycle - Test i ng
Quanti fi
n

No WP Acti vi ProjectVPerfor mance\

VM National V¥ Roadmaps\V |
Pol i cyVUpoverty\ Number Mof
formul aEUMd Recommendations\M to docume
poverty\

GuidelinesVYonVhowVlt oVt Numb e rb\ea

. t
Poli cyMVSECAPsMNwill \VbeMdevel op ipc::r::t
E— i mprove -
t s ActionsMproposedVMto\VMbe Number

newd SECAPsVM devel oped\V

. actions
orderNMtoVMall evi ateMene
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Table 7: Impact of the communication and dissemination activities 1st engagement
cycle - Testing

ProjectVPerfor mat

Acti viti PPl Quanti fi
I nspiringVdAt\MIl east\ Upar't Number Mc
I nfday s Uparticipants particip
. At Nl east \ \ \
Website Number Vof
At Ml east \Nu \
eNewsl etteAt Nl east \ \Nr Numpe(WC
recipiel
PresentatiEachVMprojectVpart Number Mc
EU nati onaPOWERPOORVMiIi nMat VI particiop

It is worth mentioning that additionally to the KPIs of table 7 that focus on
communication and dissemination, more KPIs were monitored to further assess the

outreach of the communication and dissemination campaigns . One of them is the

number of people following POWERPOORacross the social media channels, which for

the first engagement cycle enumerated to 922 out of the 1,000 people that were the

goal. The number of newsletters was also monitored and i nM t heVM tesfing M cy
newsletters and 2 news alerts have been produced, along with several newsletters from

the sister projects and\dt heMnati onal Mpartner sMt haAlsoj3ncl uded
infographics have been developed in the first engagement cycle. The project was

presented in more than 40 events. 8 out of the 8 press releases that was the goal have

already been issued and 2 out of the 14 special issue publications.

Table 8: Energy related impact 1st engagementcycle - Test i ng

Measur e mg
uni t
Pri mar y\seanveirnggys\Nt ri gger e GWh vyeal

ProjectVPerformance\ A M MQuanti f

Renewabl eMEnergyVMproduc
project
ReductionMof\Mdgreenhous kt C&gq vye

Cumul ativeMinvest ment s\
triggerepgiNbdjyadldcthe\

* A: within project duration

GWh vyeal

million\

It is estimated that from the 7 thousand households that the POWERPOOR project has
reached out 35% have implemented low -cost energy efficiency measures (Action A),
10% have implemented energy efficiency investments (Action B) and 30% have
proceeded to small -scale renewable energy investments (Action C), 25% took no further
action . This results to 2450 households implementing Action A, 700 Action B, and 2100
Action C. Each action is estimated to achieve different savings, i.e., Action A 20% on total
energy consumption, Action B 90% on total energy consumption, and Action C with two
different sub scenarios one with small -scale renewable investments achieving 50% of
savings of total energy consumption and one achieving 90% on electricity
consumption 2.

! The assumptions have been made in the proposal stage.
2 These estimations have been based on relevant literature as presented in the Grant agreement.



The table below presents the aggregated data per each fuel type, from the analysis of
the data of the POWERPOOR toolkit.

Energy consumption Emissions CO2

(kWh equivalent) (tn)
District Heating 23,177,590 4,659
Natural Gas 5,920,267 1,190
Oil 12,453,848 3,325
Pellet 4,974,626 1,965
Propane 1,059,681 241
Wood 16,150,848 6,380
Fuel subtotal 63,736,861 17,759
Electricity 185,337,767 139,003
Total 249,074,628 174,521

Based on the above, it is estimated that the primary energy savings triggered by the
project amount to about 43 GWh per year, the r enewable energy production triggered
by the project amounts to about 42 GWh per year, and the r eduction of greenhouse
gases emissions amount to about 60 ktn. The cumulative investments in sustainable
energy triggered by the project are based on the ratio of the renewable energy
production achieved today to the one that will be achieved by the end of the project
amounting to about 40 million euros 3.

3 Renewable energy investments can take various forms due to different technologies and vastly
different local contexts so to take into account this uncertainty the cumulative investments so far
are based on the estimated sustainable energy production ratio

A2
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3.2 2" engagement cycle Scale up

The fisrt engagement cycle that is also the scale up cycle of the POWERPOOR approach

took place from M1 7toM240f Mt he VM pr oj €antary 2022 td Septembar 2022 .
Until M 17 the testing phase has been cocluded, the Energy poverty mitigation toolkit

has been used, the trainers have been trained and the first trainings outside the
consortium have taken place . The support programmes started to take shape as the

initial energy supporters and mentors got certified and started working on the ground.

The KPIs for the scale up cycle, with the KPIs reached during the testing cycle
accumulated are presented in the ta bles below.

Table 9: Impact from the capacity building activities 2nd engagementcycle - Scal eMup
Activiti ProjectVMPerformance Quanti fi Uni t
Ener gy\d PoMietritgyalt i on Nuon;b“e
Tool sMand\VMincl udi nilgiNreenWWhoenl p\VM de inter
features
ns
M individual sMN fro
Internal Yw . .
organi sation
F FMtnmadeoMRepresentati Mesd4hnos = Wumb ¢
trainingVdseachVMpilotMcountry of Uper
Training\Vs .\4 participants\NM i _ wi t
seminar incre
Webinar s\Vi S . capa:
targeted\c MparticipantsNMin\
EUMWebi na Uparticipants\Vin\
Table 10: Impact from the capacity building activities (trainings) 2nd engagement

cycle - Scal eMup M
BG HR EE GR HU LV PT ES RestEU Total

(#3) F2F seminars 22 22 11 213 202 11 -2 2/2 - 12/15

(#4) Training Seminars 713  3/2 313 2/5 42 2/1 3/4 6/4 - 27/24

(#5 & #6) Webinars 1/2 11 11 2/3 11 11 12 2/2 2/5 12/18
People trained 195 63 132 177 376 47 101 78 105 1274
164 58 68 148 290 16 46 61 30 881

(PILLARL) SupportersMentors ) /o 100 1100 /235 /80 /25 /165 /160 /100 /1,100

(PILLARL) Energy Poverty

. 202 22 111 3/3 1/2 11 2/2 0/2 - 11/15
Offices

Table 11: Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy
poor citizens  2nd engagementcycle - Scal eMup M

Quanti fi
n

Uni t

Activiti Project\MPerformance\

St akehol deAt M|l east Mindividua

Li ai sonMGrorgani sationsVMinVMeach ’:::n:)?rc
Infoudays \l'part|C|pants\lper 1,344 S
organi sed

; At Nl east \ Mindiv Numb.er

Website . . uni g
project sMwebsite\ k

Vi s

Lo Number

EnergyVPo\EnergyVlVPoverty\VUYMitiaga Cnter s

[4

Mi tigatiorandMbhneVMhel pMNdeskVand S




Quanti fi

Activiti ProjectVPerformance\ . Uni t
Ener M poc Num r
. .gy P At Ml east\ Menergy\Vdpo umb e
citizens\c¢ ener

supportedMbyVeach\VSup
progr amme s poo
Local MEnerAdhocMprovisionMof\VMinf houselt
PovertyVOfsupport\MdtoMcitizens S

Table 12: Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy
poor citizens  2nd engagementcycle - Scal eMup M

BG HR EE GR HU LV PT ES R:jt Total
(#1) Members in the Liaison Group 10 6 10 10 13 10 11 20 90
/10 N0 /10 N0 /10 /10 /10 0 /80
22 42 6/2 32 472  3/2 12 212 25/16
(#2) Info days / Total participants 84 205 234 133 178 289/ 101 120 - 1,344
/200 /200 /200 /200 /200 100 /200 /200 /1,500
(#5) Energy poor support programmes / 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 8
schemes
Number Mof M muni ci
di stricts N N ne 3|- 2|- 4- 32|12 102 3|- 5|]- 2|1 -|-
organisations * Mal readyVM 1|4 -|4 -|3 16 -|4 -|1 16 -|6 3]-
w POWERPOOR
% Population represented by the
(L}J) involved organisations 343 306 426 354 115 56 551 150 - 2,301
é (in thousands)
Number of households 143 827 203 136 50 24 220 60 - 1,663
(in thousands)
Estimated number of energy 43 337 101 34 4 2 24 42 - 155
poverty households (in thousands)
PILLAR 2) Expected ener over
fmusehol d)s en';age e PSJVERPO%R 293 127 21 188 056 025 176 038 . 126
. /29 /17 /19 /50 /16 /05 /33 /3.6 122
(in thousands)
Table 13: Impact on policy development 2nd engagementcycle - Scal eMup M
No WP Acti vi ProjectVPerformanceVM Quanti fi
VW National V¥ Roadmaps\V |
. Number
Pol i cyVUpoverty\
- formul aEUMdM Recommendations\M to pol
docume

poverty\

GuidelinesVonVhow\Vt oVt Numb e rblea

Poli cyMSECAPsNwill MbeMdevelop ip;::tt
lt;nproveActions\lproposed\lto\lbe Number
newd SECAPsVM devel oped\V acti
orderMtoMall evi ateVMene pol i
Table 14: Impact of communication and dissemination activities 1st engagement cycle
- Testing
ActiVitiPr01ect\JPerformarQuantifi
PPI
I nspiringVdAt\Md]l east\ VMpart Number Nc
I nfday s Uparticipants 1,344 particip
Website At Ml east\ \ \ Number Vof
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ProjectVPerfor mat

No WP Acti viti PPl Quanti fi
At Ml east\ \Nu \l
eNewsl etteAt Nl east \ Nor Numpe(wC
recipiel
PresentatiEachVMprojectVpart Number Mc
EU nati onaPOWERPOORVMiIi nVMat VI particiop
For the second engagement cycle s ¢ al etheunpmber of people following

POWERPOOR across the social media channels, was 1,253 out of the 1,000 people that

wast heMgoal MTheVMnumber Vsdle\um edwcsylas!3 etevesletters and Mt h e M

2 news alerts , along with several newsletters from the sister projects and the national
partnersMthatVMincl uded\Vd PAUE&RDRI aRe beev degeloged V Al s o M
in the second engagement cycle. The project was presented in more than 40 events. 8

out of the 8 press releases that was the goal have already been issued since the first

engagement cycle and 8 out of the 14 special issue publications.

Table 15: Energy related impact 2nd engagementcycle - Scal eMup
Measur e mg
uni t

ProjRenrfMor manceVMIl ndi A M MQuantif

Pri maryVenergy\Vdsavings\ GWh yea

Renewabl edMEnergy\VMproduc
project
ReductionMof\MdMgreenhous kt C&gq vye

Cumul ativeMinvest ment s\
triggeredVMby\NMtheV¢

GWh vyeal

million\

* A within project duration

It is estimated that from the 12.6 thousand households that the POWERPOOR project
has reached out 35% have implemented low -cost energy efficiency measures (Action
A), 10% have implemented energy efficiency investments (Action B) and 30% have
proceeded to small -scale renewable energy invest ments (Action C), 25% took no further
action ®. This results to 4410 households implementing Action A, 1260 Action B, and 3780
Action C. Each action is estimated to achieve different savings, i.e., Action A 20% on total
energy consumption, Action B 90% on total energy consumption, and Action C with two
different sub scenarios one with small -scale renewable investments achieving 5 0% of
savings of total energy consumption and one achieving 90% on electricity
consumption °.

The table below presents the aggregated data per each fuel type, from the analysis of
the data of the POWERPOOR toolkit.

Energy consumption Emissions CO2 (tn)
(kWh equivalent)

District Heating 167,892,657.1 33,746

4 The assumptions have been made in the proposal stage.
® These estimations have been based on relevant literature as presented in the Grant agreement.



Natural Gas 9,999,891 2,010
Qil 4,197,873 1,121
Pellet 1,190,435 470
Propane 584,115 133
Wood 170,970,975 67,534
Fuel subtotal | 354,835,947 105,014
Electricity 140,166,840 104,125
Total 495,002,787 315,152

Based on the above, it is estimated that the primary energy savings triggered by the
project amount to about 141 GWh, the renewable energy production triggered by the
project amounts to about 74 GWh, and the r eduction of greenhouse gases emissions
amount to about 140 ktn. The cumulative investments in sustainable energy triggered
by the project on a yearly basis are based on the ratio of the renewable energy
production achieved today to the one that will be achieved by the end of the project
amounting to about 80 million euros °.

® Renewable energy investments can take various forms due to different technologies and vastly
different local contexts so to take into account this uncertainty the cumulative investments so far
are based on the estimated sustainable energy production ratio
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3.3 3" engagement cycle Replication

The third engagement cycle that is also the &lication cycle of the POWERPOOR

approach took place from M 25to M32o0f Mt he VM pr oj eCctbbers2022 tofMay M i e \
2023. Until M 25 the testing and scale up phases have been cocluded, the Energy poverty

mitigation toolkit has been used  widely, most of the trainings have taken place. The

support programmes have been established with energy supporters and mentors

working on the ground. Energy poverty alleviation offices have also been established

and were operatio nal. In this cycle the POWERPOOR approach was expanded in an EU

level. The KPIs for the replication cycle, with the KPIs reached during the testing and

scale up cycles accumulated are presented in the tables below.

Table 16 Impact from the capacity building activities 3rd engagement cycle -
Replication \
Activiti ProjectVMPerformance Quanti fi Uni t
EnergyVd Poverty\Md Mit Nuon;bqe
ToodmsdlMmetti ncl udi nlgiNreenWhoenl p\V de inter
features
ns
M individual sMN fro
Internal Vw . .
organi sation
F FMtnmadeoMRepresentati Mesd4hnos = Wumb ¢
trainingVdseachMpilotMcountry of Uper
Training\Vs .\4 participants\M i 1,079 _ wi t
seminar incre
tV;/erbglerlaetrdIsqélc\i Uparticipants\Vin\ capa
EUMWebi na UMparticipants\Vin\
Table 17: Impact from the capacity building activities (trainings) 3rd engagement
cycle - Replication
BG HR EE GR HU LV PT ES RestEU Total
(#3) F2F seminars 22 22 11 33 22 211 22 2/2 - 15/15
(#4) Training Seminars 83 52 33 35 4/2 11 4/4 6/4 - 34/24
(#5 & #6) Webinars 172 11 11 33 11 11 22 22 5/5 17/18
People trained 295 111 241 325 127 99 434 269 412 2,308

209 91 101 246 84 26 142 180 95 1,174

(PILLAR 1pupportersiMentors ) /o o5 1100 /235 /80 /25 /165 /160 /100 /1,100

(PILLAR 1Energy Poverty

. 2/2 2/2 1/1 4/3 2/2 1/1  3/2 412 - 19/15
Offices

Table 18 Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy
poor citizens  3rd engagementcycle - Repl i cation

Quanti fi
n

Activiti ProjectMPerformance\

Uni t

St akehol deAt M|l east Mindividua

Li ai sonMGrorgani sationsMinMeach ’:;:n??rc
InfoVvdays \l,part'c'pants“per 1,847 s
organi sed
. . Number
. At Ml east Mindi v MVMYYYN MY .
Website uni g

project sMwebsiteV\ .
Vi s




Quanti fi

Activiti Project\MdPerformance\ . Uni t
EnergyMPo\EnergyVPoverty\dMitiga P:T:?t
MitigatioranUbnneVhel pdideskVand ;
E?ef gy\lpocAtql east\ Menergy\Vdpo Number
citizens\z¢ ener

supportedMbyVeach\VSup
progr amme s poo
Local MEnerAdhocMpr ovii sfi @amidatfiNon\ houselt
Poverty\VOfsupport\MdtoVMdcitizens S
Table 19 Impact from activities that aim to increase the active participation of energy
poor citizens  3rd engagementcycle - Repl i c2ti on \
BG HR EE GR HU LV PT ES R:St Total
(#1) Members in the Liaison Group 10 6 10 10 13 10 11 20 i 90
/10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /10 /80
3/2 512 62 72 42 412 2/2 2/2 33/16
(#2) Info days / Total participants 124 305 234 409 178 318 159 120 - 1,847
/200 /200 /200 /200 /200 /100 /200 /200 /1,500
(#5) Energy poor support programmes / 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 8
schemes
Number Mof N muni ci
di stricts N M ne 3|- 2|- 4- 32|12 102 3|- 5|- 711 -|-
organisations * Mal readyVM 1|4 -|4 -|3 16 -]4 -|1 16 -|6 3]-
w POWERPOOR
% Population represented by the
(L}J) involved organisations 257 275 162 3,228 178 64 115 1,120 - 5,399
é (in thousands)
humber of households 107 102 77 1241 77 28 46 448 - 1,659
(in thousands)
Estimated number of energy 32 11 38 310 6 24 5 31 - 370
poverty households (in thousands)
E]Z'L'J‘S"Qzl?szp?t:g iinsz)g\yvggvsg)(/m 325 15 245 809 08 043 196 1 . 21
) gad 29 /1.7 /19 /50 /16 /05 /33 /36 O 22
(in thousands)
Table 20: Impact on policy development 3rd engagementcycle - Repl i cati on

No WP Acti vi ProjectVPerformanceM Quanti fi
VM National V¥ Roadmaps\V |
. Number
Pol i cyVUpoverty\ ol
formul aEUMd Recommendations\M to P
docume

poverty\

GuidelinesVYonVhowVlt oVt Numb e rb\ea

. t
Poli cyMVUSECAPsMNwill \VbeVMdevel op ipc::r::t
lt;nproveActions\lproposed\lto\lbe Number
newd SECAPsVM devel oped\ acti
orderMtoMall evi ateVMene pol i
Table 21: Impact of communication and dissemination activities 2nd engagement
cycle - Replicati on

ProjectVPerfor mat

Activiti Quanti fi

PPI
InspiringVdAt\Md]l east\ VMpart
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ProjectVPerfor mat

No WP Acti viti Quanti fi

PPI

Number Mc

I nfoMVddays Mparticipants 1,847 particip
) At Ml east \ \
Website Number Vof
At Ml east\ \Nu \
eNewsl etteAt Nl east \ Nr Numpe(wC
recipi el
PresentatiEachVMprojectVpart Number Mc
EU nati onaPOWERPOORVMiIi nMat VI particiop
ForNM theM thirdVd engagementVd cycl e\ replication \
POWERPOOR across the social media channels, was 1,627 out of the 1,000 people that
wasMt heVMgoal MTheMnumberVMofVMnews!|l ettersVMinVdthel

3 news alerts, along with several newsletters from the sister projects and the national
partnersMthatVincl uded\ PADMIgRBIPiICGOIe beehdeveloped Al s o M
by the third engagement cycle. The project was presented in more than 40 events. 8

out of the 8 press releases that was the goal have already been issued since the first

engagement cycle and 14 out of the 14 special issue publications.

Table 22: Energy related impact 3rd engagementcycle - Repl i cat e
Measur e md
uni t

ProjectVPerformance\ A M MQuantif

Pri maryVenergy\Vdsavings\ GWh yea

Renewabl edMEnergy\VMproduc
project
ReductionMof\Mdgreenhous kt C®&gqg vye

Cumul ativeMinvest ment s\
triggeredVMby\VMtheVN¢g

GWh vyeal

million\

* A within project duration

Itis estimated that from the 21 thousand households that the POWERPOOR project has
reached out 35% have implemented low -cost energy efficiency measures (Action A),
10% have implemented energy efficiency investments (Action B) and 30% have
proceeded to small -scale renewable energy invest ments (Action C), 25% took no further
action’. This results to 7350 households implementing Action A, 2100 Action B, and 6300
Action C. Each action is estimated to achieve different savings, i.e., Action A 20% on total
energy consumption, Action B 90% on total energy consumption, and Action C with two
different sub scenarios one with small -scale renewable investments achieving 5 0% of
savings of total energy consumption and one achieving 90% on electricity
consumption .

The table below presents the aggregated data per each fuel type, from the analysis of
the data of the POWERPOOR toolkit.

Energy consumption Emissions CO2 (tn)

" The assumptions have been made in the proposal stage.
8 These estimations have been based on relevant literature as presented in the Grant agreement.



(kWh equivalent)

District Heating 220,937,829 44,409
Natural Gas 3,853,652 775
Oil 6,666,920 1,780
Pellet 2,086,636 824
Propane 2,922,568 663
Wood 203,502,600 80,384

Fuel subtotal | 439,970,204 128,834
Electricity 156,052,110 117,039
Total 596,022,314 374,708

Based on the above, it is estimated that the
project amount to about 200 GWh, the renewable energy production triggered by the

project amounts to about
emissions amount to about
triggered by the project

primary energy savings triggered by the

110 GWh per year, and the r eduction of greenhouse gases
140 ktn. The cumulative investments in sustainable energy
yearly are based on the ratio of the renewable energy

production achieved today to the one that will be achieved by the end of the project
amounting to about 120 million euros °.

® Renewable energy investments can take various forms due to different technologies and vastly
different local contexts so to take into account this uncertainty the cumulative investments so far
are based on the estimated sustainable energy production ratio
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4. Assessing the impact

The tables above showcase the KPIs that were reached per engagement cycle. Overall,
the KPIs were reached with regards to the goals that were set throughout the duration
of the project. The impact of the project across the different categories of KPIs is
discussed below for the three engagement cycles.

The capacity building activities enumerated overall to 1,174 people that have been
trained and certified as energy supporters and mentors. 545 were trained inthe 1 ' cycle,
an additional 305 in the 2" engagement cycle, and the 3" followed with 324 people . Itis
worth mentioning thatthe  overall number of people that got trained was 2,308  howe ver
from them only 1,174 took the test and became certified energy supporters and
mentors. This can be attributed to the fact that many of the people that got trained
wanted to enhance their own knowledge and could not or did not want to work on the
field. They are still part of the ecosystem, and they mitigate energy poverty on a personal
level, they just do not act as local heroes. Duringt he 1% engagement t e s tyclengore\
people were trained as the national partners reached out to their network as a whole to
bring forward the POWERPOOR approach. Also, during this period, the Covid-19
pandemic was bursting across Europe and most of the  activities took place online. The
online training seminars and webinars were popular at the time and many people while

on quarantine chose to enhance their knowledge. The online nature of the trainings
enabled people all over the national countries to participate. Inthe 2" engagement cycle
the focus was on reachin g out to municipalities and energy communities. The partners
reached out to municipalities to present the merits of establishing an energy poverty
alleviation office (EPAO). They also reached out to energy communities and cooperatives

to either enable them to incorporate energy poverty mitigation actions in their activities

or to bring forward the notion of innovative financing. During the 2" engagement cycle,
the trainings were mostly F2Fs with representatives of municipalities and energy
communities or smaller seminars and trainings with interested individuals. This allowed

the partners to delve further into the approach and to also pursue the establishment of

the EPAOsthat could scale up the approach. In the third engagement cycle the trainings
included people from all over Europe and beyond. In the third engagement cycle the
replication potential of the POWERPOOR approach were brought forwa  rd so along with
the EU level trainings , municipalities across Europe were also targeted.

ToMincreaseMtheVMproject sMoutreachVMbut ManlasoMget )
national level , Stakeholder Liaison Groups were established. The members of these

groups acted as focal point s for the POWERPOOR approach on a national level and are

alsot hedcornerstoneMof VPOWERPOOR sVMexploitationVdp
POWERPOOR alliance.The members of each group are at least 10 stakeholders, and they

meet at least once every engagement cycle. During these meetings the latest results and

challenges were presented so they could reflect on the former and provide insights on

the latter.

To increase the active participation of energy poor citizens and engage with them
several activities took place. One of them is the organization of Info Days in targeted



regions . It is worth mentioning that most of the info days organised were in regions or
municipalities where an EPAO was either already established or was it established after
the info day. The info days were the perfect place to reach out to the energy poor directly

and engage with them, present the POWERPOOR approach, whe n available use the
toolkit and arrange a home visit or where possible give tailor made advice then and
there. The minimum number of info days was 2 per country but in most of the countries
more than 2 info days were held. It is worth mentioning that due to Covid -19 big crowds
were not allowed to gather so the partners had to arrange more info days to reach out

to the desired number of people . At the same time the POWERPOOR project was
implemented at a pivotal time. Initially the energy prices were low due to Covid  -19 but
after the pandemic s M o u tabdumaisit dueto Russi a sMinvasionVMi nMUKT a
prices rose bringing forward the issue of energy poverty. This along with the fact that

the POWERPOOR approach can be customised to the context of any countryandisb ased
on a bottom -up approach of bringing forward the local hero, giving tools and practical
advice increased the demand for information thus the need for Info days resulting in 33
info days across Europe (when the goal was 16) with almost 1,850 people attending out

of the 1,500 that was initially envisioned.

The Energy Poverty Mitigation Toolkit is one of the cornerstones of the POWERPOOR
approach and was used in the capacity building activities and as part of the home visits
and services offered in the EPAOs. The toolkit ha s 3,200 unique users. The toolkit was
proposed to be used by energy supporters and mentors to enable them to better
support energy poor households, but it was open and could be used by anyone. In some
cases, the toolkit was not so widely used, e.g., in Bulgaria due to the reluctance of the
local people to use ICT driven tools in general.

The home visits are one of the main activities of POWERPOOR. The energy supporters
and mentors reported almost 6,000 home visits in the 8 pilot countries. The aim was for
each energy supporter and mentor to conduct at least 10 home visits, but it became
apparent that this was not a realistic goal. Some of the energy supporters and mentors
performed a lot of home visits (e.g., the energy mentor that is already an emp loy of the
municipality of Almyros reached out to about 150 households) and others supported
only themselves and maximum their families. Due to the voluntary base of the approach
some of the energy supporters and mentors were not motivated to go through with
home visits. The most successful home visits was when energy supporters that were also
students were doing them as part of their thesis, or when energy mentors that were
employees in municipalities took it upon themselves to support their community. Of
course, there are other instances, e.g., members of energy communities or cooperatives

that wanted to support the members of the community or the co operative or the local
region. In some cases, e.g., in Portugal conducting home visits was hard so the local
partner provided online support tha t was more well received. It is important to keep in
mind to remain flexible and agile when dealing with activities that require voluntary
action from people and engagement from citizens.

Energy poor citizens and households were also supported through municipalities.
Municipalities know who the most vulnerable are in their region and they already
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support them through existing services. The energy mentors that were trained and
certified could reach out to them especially in the municipalities that established an
EPAO and support them to also mitigate energy poverty . It is important to note that
municipalities are often understaffed so the motivation of the energy mentor  to take
action was important. Most of the municipalities engaged in the project , especially the
ones that established an energy poverty alleviation office had employees that were
highly motivated energy mentors proving that the action of the local hero can really play

a pivotal role in alleviating energy poverty.  Some of the challenges the partners faced
when engaging with municipalities are that they often lack financing, elections and
change in leadership can often hinder the uptake of  innovative actions, or they lack the
skills and the number of employees to support new endeavors. Within POWEPROOR 22
municipalities established an energy poverty alle  viation office while the goal was 15. It
is also worth mentioning that  for some municipalities the POWERPOOR approach was
also included in their SECAPs or other action planning as a set of actions to mitigate
energy poverty. In total 54 municipalities across Europe have included the POWERPOOR
approach in their SECAPs, while the goal was 60. This KPlwas reached for all the national
countries , there was an issue with engaging with EU level municipalities. This can be
attributed to the fact that in a national level there is a strong network of people that have
known the POWERPOOR approach for three years (stakeholder liaison group members,
energy supporters and mentors ) while in an EU level the replication actions took place
during the third engagement cycle limiting the time for engagement.

All the aforementioned activities were supported, and the action was promoted through

a concise set of dissemination and communication activities. The website is the main
focal point for the project containing results, activities, news , and events as well as the
toolkit. The website had 22,000 unique visitors and up to 45,000 returning ones. It
contains all the training materials, deliverables, and the online library that was created
within POWERPOOR. The website was regularly updated and is linked to ours  ocial media
accounts. Social media accounts were also another vehicle to engage with people.
LinkedIn was the most attractive medium which makes sense as POWERPOOR had to do
with training sessions and capacity building, and this is something that users usually find
through Linkedin . The POWERPOOR certificate was also often added in the energy
supporters and mento rs profiles. All the POWERPOOR partners participated in various
events disseminating results and the whole approach reaching out to about 35,000
people across Europe. It is worth mentioning that the momentum of POWERPOOR , l.e.,
during the Covid -19 pandemic and amid an energy crisis that followed the Russian
invasion in Ukraine brought forward the issue of energy poverty making people look

into possible solutions.

The policy recommendations that were co -created with the stakeholder liaison groups
brought forward concrete actions that could be taken to integrate the POWERPOOR
approach on a policy level. 8 national roadmaps were created along with
recommendations on an EU level. What is more, the approach has been included as a
way to mitigate energy poverty in 54 SECAPs or similar action planning initiatives .



Last but not least, the POWERPOOR project had animpact on energy savings, promoting
the uptake of renewable energy, and reducing CO2 emissions. During the 3 years of the
pr oj elieet it is "¥stimated that with implementing the approach and performing
behavioural changes and small-scale energy efficiency interventions as well as
encouraging the uptake of renewable energy and working with municipalities and
energy communities and cooperatives  about 200 GWh were saved in primary energy,
110 GWh renewable energy production triggered by the project and 140 ktCO2
emissions equivalent reduced.

Overall, the energy poverty support programme s brought forward 25 best practices on
how to implement the POWERPOOR approach in mitigating energy poverty  and support
the energy poor while sharing knowledge, practical tips, and tools with the local heroes.
The energy poverty support programmes differed depending on the regional, cultural,

and policy context of the national countries.  The best practices and key results can be
found in the Energy Poverty Guidebook for energy planning and on the project webs ite.
The POWERPOOR approach was modular and enabled the national partners to adjust
and implement the approach respecting the different needs of citizens or municipalities.

The testing engagement cycle of the project brought forward comments and feedback
on both the training sessions and materials but also on the tools. The POWERPOOR
project partners incorporated the changes and implemented them inMtheM scal eV

engagement cycle, where the establishment of the energy poverty alleviation offices was

alsopursued .l nMt heM replicat e VN dustherl expandedeat anfEp levela c h M wa s
The support programmes also included joint energy initiatives with municipalities,

energy communities and other organisations. The complete impact of the energy

poverty support programmes is presented in D4.5.
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5. Conclusions

The POWERPOOR project was a three-year project. In the first 8 months the preparation

phase took place. During this phase the key stakeholders were identified, the energy

poverty mitigation toolkit and  training modules developed and the  baseline assessment

of the context with regards to energy poverty in a national level mapped. After the

preparatory phase the POWERPOOR project was implemented in three cycles, the 1°

cycl eVi sVt heV Ma6ite.iAprd201toyDecknebdr 2041), the 2™@i s VMt heV Sc al
up M qMW1Z I M4 i.e., January 2022 to September 2022) ,andthe 3“i sVt heVd Repl i caf
cycle (M25 - M32, i.e., October 2022 to May 2023). After that the exploitation and

sustainability strategy was implemented.

To monitor the progress, several KPIs were  set. The KPIs measured the impact of the
capacity buidling activities , the impact of the active participation of energy poor
citizens, of the communic ation and dissemination activities, the impact the project had

on policy development and energy savings and renewable production. Overall the KPIs
were reached throughout the project implementation. Apart from the KPIs the success

of the project is also measured in best practices  and key results that emerged on how
the POWERPOOR approachcan be leveraged to bring forward , enhance the skills and
knowledge and give practical tools to  local heroes that can pave the way to energy
democratisation by encouraging the uptake of reneable energy through energy
communities and cooperatives and leveraging innovative financing schemes.

The impact of the POWERPOOR project is scalable and replicable as the whole approach
was modular enough to be implemented in countries with different policy and cultural
context. The network of energy supporters and mentors that has been established both

in a national and EU level will be sustained through the POWERPOOR alliance. The next
step for such a project would be to scale up the trainings and the energy supporters

and mento rs to train more people as well as to bring more municipalities on board to
embed in their services the energy poverty aspect through an energy poverty
alleviation office.
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In this Annex snips from the excel files used to monitor the various KPIs listed in this deliverable are included.

1. Monitoring the trainings

fr
L2

POWERPOOR

ErpomeringEnergy oot ilizens though Jo Enegy iatves

F2F - TRAINING PROGRAMMES - WEBINARS
MONITORING TEMPLATE

The partners need to keep a record in which target group each participant belongs. Consult the
stakeholders' identification lists for the POWERPOOR identified target groups.

Choose from the
drop down list the
country or EU
Level

2. List of Energy Supporters and Mentors

Choose from the drop|
down list the

organisation

PARTNER

ENGAGEMENT CYCLE

Choose from the drop
down list which one of
the three engagement
cycles the was activity
delivered

Choose from the drop
down list what was the
type of activity. Kindly
note that there are
different options for
the trainings that were
supposed to be
physical and were

delivered online

TYPE OF ACTIVITY

DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Write the date of
impementation in the
following format: 01 May 2021

Write the total number of
participants for both days

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

Write the number of
females/males
participated in each
activity (both days)
GENDER EQUILITY
FEMALE MALE

Write how many participants
attended the supporters part and

how many the mentors part of the

SUPPORTERS/MENTORS
SUPPORTERS MENTORS

and Monitoring list of Energy Supporters and Mentors

List for monitoring Suporters and Mentors - direct help and online hep
(Task 4.4 - Subtask 4.4.1)

- v
3_5/2 POWERPOOR

List for monitoring Suporters and Mentors - direct help and online hep
LOCATION (if it is direct help then the

NAME AND SURNAME

address of the household orifitis

MONITORING (type of help)

MONITORING (type of tool)

Write how many participants
proceeded with taking the
exam (in total)

Write in each column how many of the
participants successfully pased the test and are
certified Energy Supporters or Mentors.

CERTIFIED SUPPORTERS/MENTORS
SUPPORTERS MENTORS

CERTIFICATION PROCESS

for each POWERPOOR pilot country.

(supporter/mentor) online help then the location of the
local energy poverty center)

1 enter the household address

POWER TARGET and POWER ACT
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3. Initiatives monitoring

SubTask 4.4.2: Participation in Energy Communities / Cooperatives (GOIENER)

POWERPOOR

EnpoweringShrgyPoo lizens roughEnegyCooperiveniates

&

(Guide / Policy 1y (Guide / Policy 2) | (Guide / Policy 3)|(Guide / Policy 4) |(Guide  Policy 5) | (Guide / Policy 6)

IDENTIFICATION INTEREST ENGAGEMENT

Isit
interested in Stakeholer
alternative Liaison Group
financing?

How does the initiative |Is it interested in| Is it involved
Relevance address energy addressing alternative
poverty? energy poverty? | financing?

Name of the Typeof \Region/City ., ..o

Acronym Has the initiative been contacted... Support Additional notes

ative initiative I Area

(Specify which s (LTl e (N et el L s (2"::;:’:;2?::::: N . . g:‘iﬁ'é?ﬂ?
(or areference | why the initiativeis Describe briefl descibewhich areits | | oL ordescibe which in th to be included in ate in | for any other POWERPOOR hi
interesting for (Deseribebriefly) main interests in riefly Whattybe | " are its main S POWER FUND? 7 ? .
e = of financing) s Stakeholer Liaison ? s? reasons? | supported the
) oingso) M=) Group) initiative)

(Choose from the

(applicable) | 4op-down menu)

the initiative's
activity area)

4. Info Days per pilot country

WP4 - Engaging energy poor citizens in joint energy initiatives 1_:,, POWERPOOR
Task 4.3 Implementation of informational events in the targeted regions
(M9 - M24) coordinated by ZREA

May 2021 (M9) — August 2022 (M24) - Schedule of planned Info days per pilot country

- Total minimum
Planned Info Days (indicative month) Place /Form

number of 5 . Activities
o (physical/virtual)
2nd cycle: 01-08/2022 | participants (KPI)

Pilot partner
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5. Dissemination activities



